A survey among 1,523 married and cohabiting couples in the Netherlands is used to describe the extent to which couples have lifestyles characterized by separate leisure pursuits. Four types of leisure are examined: visiting friends and family, entertainment, outdoor recreation, and indoor leisure. For these activities, we find that contemporary couples cannot be characterized as highly individualized. Next, we analyze why some couples have a more separated lifestyle than others. Hypotheses are developed about the life cycle of the couple, the couple's work life, social and cultural homogamy, and value orientations. Multivariate analyses show that life cycle factors are an important determinant of separate lifestyles, whereas evidence for the role of values and homogamy is modest. We also present evidence revealing the time constraints that children and work schedules pose for realizing a joint lifestyle, but we do not find that spouses in dual-earner couples generally operate more separately than do other couples.
Dependencies in marriage assume different forms. If there is a rigid division of labor in the household-with husbands working for pay and wives fully responsible for domestic labor-spouses are dependent on each other in an economic sense. If men and women are living together as a married couple, they are dependent in a legal sense as well. And if husbands and wives have children together, they are dependent socially, that is, dependent on each other through a shared connection to a third person. Another way in which husbands and wives can be tied to each other lies in the way they arrange their day-to-day lives. If husbands and wives engage in shared leisure activities and often go out together, and if they have many friends in common and spend most of their income on collective rather than private consumption, the couple has what we may call a joint lifestyle. Joint lifestyles create dependencies because the more jointly the spouses operate in their free time, the more their well-being is dependent on the partner. Joint lifestyles also tie couples together because they raise the costs of a possible breakup. Spouses who are used to spending most of their leisure time together may miss these shared experiences in the event their marriage dissolves and couples with common friends may lose a greater part of their network after a divorce than other couples (Milardo, 1987) . In other words, by developing a joint lifestyle, couples produce a set of goods that are directly connected to their marriage and that primarily yield benefits to that specific relationship. Like children, shared activities, mutual friends and collective consumption in marriage function as a form of "marital capital" (Becker, Landes, & Michael, 1977; Hill, 1988) . ties, ranging from visiting friends and pare attending a theater and going on vacatio each of these activities, persons were asked dicate how often they participate, as well often they participate together with their s
The first goal of our analysis is descripti assess whether the lifestyles of couples in a ern society can be characterized as joint o rated. Our second goal is explanatory. We understand why some couples develop a join style, whereas others maintain more sep lifestyles. To understand such differences, w sider the role of the life cycle of the coup type of work spouses do, the degree to whic resemble each other in a cultural sense (h my), and the values to which they are or We develop hypotheses about the possible of these characteristics and test the hypoth ing multivariate regression analyses in wh dicators of separated lifestyles are the dep variables.
Our analysis is motivated by two more general considerations. First, several authors in the past have argued that family life is characterized by an increasing emphasis on individual autonomy, privacy and self-realization (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1985; Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983; Bumpass, 1990; Lesthaeghe & Meekers, 1986) . Although individualism is seldom clearly defined, evidence for the rise of modern individualism is typically sought in patterns of demographic change, such as declines in fertility and increases in divorce or in value shifts, such as changing attitudes about marriage and the family. We believe the lifestyles of couples are an additional indicator of individualism in marriage. Leisure constitutes a large part of the lives that couples are leading, and the way husbands and wives spend their free time should thus provide important clues about the importance that people attach to privacy and autonomy in their relationship. Although we do not present trend data, the indicators we use do allow us to say something about the degree of individualism among contemporary couples.
A second motivation for our study is that not much is yet known about the causes of joint or separated lifestyles. Concepts related to our notion of separated lifestyles have been studied before, particularly in the literature on marital companionship, but most earlier studies have been concerned with the question of whether joint lifestyles affect the quality of a relationship. Several studies have shown that spending more time together in marriage leads to an increase in marital satisfaction and stability (Hill, 1988; Reissman, Aron, & Bergen, 1993) . Related studies have examined whether joint activities serve as a variable that mediates the effect of other marital characteristics on stability. Some have been concerned with the question of whether having children decreases marital satisfaction through a reduction in jointness (McHale & Huston, 1985) . Others have examined whether wife's employment decreases stability by reducing the amount of time spouses spend together (Booth, Johnson, White, & Edwards, 1984; Locksley, 1980; Simpson & England, 1981) . Authors generally do not regard joint lifestyles as interesting in their own right, and hence few studies have treated joint lifestyles as a dependent variable. Given the fact that the lifestyles of couples have significant effects on marital satisfaction and stability, it is also important to examine in a more systematic fashion which couples develop a more separated lifestyle than others.
BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
We treat lifestyles as a continuum, based on the degree to which husband and wife engage in leisure activities together. Following previous definitions of the lifestyle concept (Sobel, 1983) , the items we consider should be concerned with behavior, they need to be subject to a certain degree of choice, and should not have an instrumental connotation. We therefore focus on leisure activities and social contacts and exclude the division of labor and casual or routine behavior. The activities can be indoor or outdoor, they can be frequent or infrequent, and they can involve the couple only or other persons, such as friends or children. Our concept of joint lifestyles resembles the concept of marital companionship that is often used in family sociology (e.g., Locksley, 1980) but does not include affective aspects of the relationship that are often included in the concept of companionship (e.g., showing affection, doing appreciated acts for the other). Our concept is also related to the notion of network overlap in close relationships, but we focus more on visiting patterns and interaction than on the actual composition of couples' social networks (Kim & Stiff, 1991; Milardo & Helms-Erikson, 1999) .
Marital companionship, network overlap, and joint lifestyles have mostly been examined in relation to the quality or stability of a relationship (e.g., Booth et al., 1984; Hill, 1988; Kim & Stiff, 1991; Locksley, 1980; McHale & Huston, 1985; Reissman et al., 1993; Rogers & Amato, 1997; Simpson & England, 1981) . Studies examining aspects of jointness as a dependent variable are scarcer and have not yet presented consistent evidence on the determinants of jointness. Having children appears to reduce the degree of companionship in marriage (White, 1983) , but there are also studies showing no effect (Kingston & Nock, 1987) . Employment of the wife reduces time spent together when time budget data are analyzed (Horrell, 1994; Kingston & Nock, 1987 ) but has no negative effects when measures of marital companionship are used (White, 1983) . Evidence on how shared activities change over the course of marriage is inconclusive as well. Kingston and Nock (1987) found a positive effect of relationship duration, whereas Miller (1976) found a Ushaped relationship-much companionship in the early and later stages of marriage and little companionship in the middle stages. Socioeconomic status, finally, appears to have a positive effect on joint lifestyles (Kingston & Nock; Miller) , as was already suggested by the early impressionistic work of Bott (1957) .
Hypotheses
To develop hypotheses, we start by assuming that the way couples organize their leisure depends in part on the costs and benefits involved in developing a joint lifestyle. The main reason why couples have a joint lifestyle lies in the pleasure partners derive from doing things together. How much they enjoy doing things together varies across couples, and such differences depend on factors such as the length of the relationship, the degree to which partners resemble each other, and the value orientations of a couple. Even if couples want to engage in shared activities, they may not always do so because of the costs involved in having a joint lifestyle. These costs depend on the time constraints couples face and perhaps also on the risks of becoming too dependent on one's spouse. In the following, we use the concepts of Life cycle effects on lifestyles. There are several reasons why the degree to which husbands and wives share activities may change over the course of the relationship. One reason is that the benefits of engaging in activities together change over time. In the early years of marriage, joint activities are a way to get to know the other person, which increases the benefits of joint leisure. Of course, a period of dating preceding the actual start of cohabitation or marriage serves a similar purpose. In fact, it seems reasonable to assume that most couples start to develop their marital lifestyles when they are still dating and anticipating a union. Because the information function of shared leisure activities will diminish as partners learn more about each other, we expect that the number of shared activities will decline over time, especially in the earlier stages of the relationship.
In the early stages of the relationship, we also expect to find differences between married and cohabiting couples. For most couples, at least in The Netherlands, cohabitation serves as a trial stage before marriage. Research shows that a large fraction of cohabiting couples is either separated or married after living together for a few years (Manting, 1994; Smock & Manning, 1997) . As discussed before, developing a joint lifestyle can in part be seen as an investment in the relationship that people lose when the relationship dissolves. People may therefore shy away from building a common network of friends and may find it important to retain their own leisure pursuits when they are not yet certain about their partner and their relationship. Becoming highly dependent on a partner is risky and increases the costs of developing a joint lifestyle. We therefore expect people who cohabit to have a more separated lifestyle than people who are married. This hypothesis only applies when holding constant the length of the relationship because cohabiting relationships are younger on average than married relationships.
Another reason why lifestyles may change over the course of the marriage lies in the birth and presence of children. Many of the leisure activities in our concept of lifestyles occur outdoors. Children serve as a time constraint, and they particularly limit the opportunities for spouses to be away from home at the same time. When partners have children to take care of, they therefore will find it difficult to go out together or to visit mutual friends (McHale & Huston, 1985) . We would expect this effect to be weaker for teenage children than for younger children because teenagers generally operate more independently from their parents. The presence of children probably constrains outdoor activities more than indoor activities, and we therefore expect the effect of children on the relative amount of separate leisure to be stro for outdoor than for indoor activities.
Work life effects on lifestyles. An important r why work and leisure are related lies in the of time constraints. Although couples in whic wife works do not necessarily have less ove ping spare time, they generally rely more on nings and weekends to do household chores.
will make it more difficult for them to partic in common leisure time activities, and this pecially true if such activities are outdoors (K ston & Nock, 1987) . Next to employment pe the employment schedules of spouses make a ference. When the occupation of a person req working outside regular hours-at nights, in nings, and in weekends-it will be more diff for the couple to spend time together (Wh 1983) . After all, joint leisure activities such as iting friends or eating out together, typically on the time couples have available in week and on evenings.
Effects of employment may not be the sa for the two partners. Suppose one partner the wife-takes up a job, which reduces amount of free time she has available. There are several ways in which she subsequently can change her leisure behavior. First, she may spend her reduced leisure hours in the same way as before: the same fraction of her new spare time together with her husband, and the same fraction of this time alone. For the husband, this implies an increase in the degree to which he spends time alone. This scenario is neutral for ego (i.e., the wife), but not for the partner. A second, alternative response to entering the labor market is that the wife spends a larger share of her reduced leisure hours with her husband. In this case, her new job comes at the expense of her separate leisure time, whereas for the husband, it does not change the fraction of time he spends alone. This scenario is neutral for the partner, but not for ego. It is likely, of course, that the reallocation of free time lies somewhere in between these scenarios. We therefore expect that employment has either a zero or a negative effect on ego's separate leisure time and either a positive or zero effect on the partner's separate leisure time.
Homogamy effects on lifestyles. The third factor we consider is the degree to which partners resemble one another, what is usually called homogamy. Many kinds of similarities may be considered, but we limit ourselves to social and cultural similarities. The most obvious reason why homogamy affects a couple's lifestyle lies in the benefits that common activities may bring. After all, whether couples enjoy a joint lifestyle highly depends on the degree to which they share tastes and values. Visiting the friends of one's partner, for example, will be less satisfying if a person likes his or her own friends better than the partner's friends, and going on outings together may not be a pleasure for both partners if they have dissimilar tastes. More generally, one would expect partners to have a more joint lifestyle if they are married homogamously. We have to keep in mind, however, that the reverse mechanism plays a role as well. Partners may not agree on many things at first, but by spending time together, they may become more similar to each other. People can learn to like the friends of their partner and they can learn to like each other's hobbies as well. In other words, a joint lifestyle may also lead to cultural similarity later on in the relationship. We will not examine this reverse effect and focus on the hypothesis that homogamy in the beginning of the relationship increases the level of jointness later on in the marriage.
Value orientations and lifestyles. Although a joint lifestyle may yield benefits, not all couples have the same preferences in this respect, and such preferences depend in part on a couple's value orientation. In research on marriage and the family, a distinction is often made between traditional and modern attitudes toward family life. In the present context, we consider two dimensions of modernity: an emphasis on individual autonomy and an emphasis on gender equality. These dimensions are correlated but may have opposing effects on the degree to which husbands and wives engage in shared activities. Couples who emphasize values such as independence and autonomy will develop a more separate lifestyle in marriage (Lesthaeghe & Meekers, 1986) . They generally find it important to establish their own social lives and will therefore keep some of their friends away from their spouses, and will enjoy spending part of their leisure time alone. Couples with traditional views on gender roles, on the other hand, may find joint activities less appealing as well. Such couples will regard the separation of male and female spheres as natural and will have more gender-specific tastes and preferences than other couples. Traditional views on gender roles may therefore result in husbands engaging in "male" activities without their wives, and wives engaging in "female" activities without their husband, (White, 1983) . In sum, separate lifestyles will be more common among couples with modern attitudes toward individual autonomy, but they will also be more common among couples with traditional views on gender roles.
DATA, MEASURES, AND MODELS

Data
We analyze data from the survey Households in The Netherlands, which is based on a probability sample from the noninstitutionalized population in
The Netherlands in 1995 (Weesie, Kalmijn, Bernasco, & Giesen, 1995) . Information was obtained through a combination of personal interviews and self-administered questionnaires. Self-administered questionnaires were used for questions on more sensitive aspects of family life, including the topics we are concerned with here. In married and cohabiting couples, both partners were interviewed, and both were required to fill out a questionnaire. The median length of the couple interview was approximately 2 hours. The cooperation rate was 39% (the number of households interviewed out of the households reached). The main reason why this rate is low is that both partners were interviewed. If only one of the partners was willing to be interviewed, we did not interview the household at all, leading to a lower cooperation rate at the household level than is normal in face-to-face interview surveys. For our analysis, we selected all married and cohabiting (heterosexual) couples in which at least one partner is between 18 and 64 years old (N = 1523). We caution that there are two ways in which our data may lead to an overestimation of jointness. First, because we required the cooperation of both partners, one could argue that couples with a separated lifestyle are less likely to participate in a survey. Second, separated lifestyles tend to be associated with the likelihood of divorce (Hill, 1988) , so that in the older marriage cohorts, the most separated lifestyles are perhaps underrepresented.
Measures
To describe the lifestyles of couples, we used 12 items that represent four types of leisure activities: (a) social contacts (visiting friends, acquaintances, and neighbors; visiting parents, siblings, and other family members; talking to best friend; talking to second best friend); (b) entertainment (visiting a bar or restaurant; visiting a theater, a play, a concert, or the movies); (c) outdoor leisure (practicing organized sports; other outdoor recreation such as jogging, walking, hiking, fishing, or sailing; participating in community organizations; going on vacation), (d) indoor leisure (doing hobbies at home; watching television, reading, or listening to music).
In measuring companionship, earlier studies often use absolute rather than relative measures.
Researchers typically ask respondents how often they go out together, without relating this to how often respondents go out without their spouses. (Dardis, Soberon-Ferrer, & Patro, 1994) . A positive effect of education on joint lifestyles may thus reflect a preference for an active or outgoing lifestyle rather than a preference for a joint lifestyle. We use a relative perspective on joint and separated lifestyles. We first asked respondents to assess how often they engaged in a given activity and then asked them to assess what portion of this time they participated together with their spouses. Respondents could choose among four answering categories, which we treat as scores on an interval variable (in parentheses): always with partner (1), mostly with partner (2), seldom with partner (3), and never with partner (4). For each of the four dimensions of leisure, we subsequently constructed scales by taking the average score of the items on separate participation pertaining to that dimension. In the same way, we constructed an overall scale, which is the average of all the items. Averages were taken for those activities in which a person participated at least once a year, so that the number of items on which the scale is based varies across respondents. Because husbands and wives differ in the types of activities they engage in alone, we constructed separate measures to characterize the lifestyles of husbands and wives. Our scales do not take into account that some activities are done more frequently than others (e.g., attending a theater versus practicing sports), nor do they reflect that some activities are more time intensive than others (e.g., visiting friends versus going on vacation). This can only be done properly w time budget data.
To assess the role of the life cycle, we rely cross-sectional comparisons between couples. use three life cycle variables in our analysis.
first include the length of the relationship (and length squared), which is measured by the num of years since the couple first began living tog er (married or unmarried). We also include a d my variable for whether the couple is curren cohabiting (instead of being married) and th dummy variables indicating the age and pres of children: whether the youngest child is 0-4 12, or 13 years or over. Couples without child living at home serve as the reference group. N that the cross-sectional comparisons we use a less conclusive design than following cou over time (a panel design).
The Orientation toward gender roles is measured in two ways. We first asked husbands and wives for their opinion on gender roles in society using four items (whether women are better suited for childrearing, whether men should be the prime breadwinner in the home, whether it is acceptable for women to be supervisors in the workplace, and whether the responsibilities of men and women should be based on custom and tradition). For each item, respondents were asked to give their opinion using a standard 5-point scale (ranging from "totally disagree," to "totally agree"). We constructed two scales, one for men and one for women. Scales were constructed by standardizing items and taking the weighted average. The weights were derived from a factor analysis, using principal components and a forced single factor solution. The factor loadings range from .63 to .78 for husbands and from .64 to .70 for wives.
Our second indicator of gender roles is the degree to which husbands and wives were exposed to same-sex settings when they were adolescents.
We expect people who have been socialized in same-sex settings to have a more separated lifestyle in marriage. To measure this, we use questions about the approximate sex composition of three settings in which persons were involved when they were young: voluntary associations, high school, and the first job. Respondents had to indicate on a 5-point scale what the relative number of men (or women) was in each of the three settings (school, work, associations). To construct a scale, we standardized the items and took the average (using factor loadings as weights). The factor loadings here are not high (ranging from .15 to .78), showing that the three settings are not very similar with respect to their sex composition.
Orientation toward individualism is measured indirectly by assessing whether people had been exposed to lifestyles that reflect individualistic norms and values in the past. To measure this, we include a variable indicating how many years the husband and wife had lived on their own before they married and a variable indicating whether people had ever been divorced. We expect that people who have been living alone for some time, either before marriage or after their first marriage, will be more able to do things on their own, will In all models, we control for husbands' and wives' year of birth and level of completed education. The means of our independent variables are presented in Table 1 .
Models
We first estimate regression models for our overall scale of separateness. These models are estimated separately for husbands and wives, allowing us to assess whether the predictor variables differentially affect men's and women's (relative) amounts of separate leisure. Second, we estimate our model for the four dimensions of leisure separately.
These models allow us to assess whether marital and individual characteristics have differential effects on separated lifestyles, depending on the type of leisure we consider. In all models, we standardized both dependent and independent variables (except for binary variables and duration). As a result, the coefficients are identical to standardized coefficients.
The regression models were estimated with a technique known as seemingly unrelated regression analysis (SUR; see, for example, Pindyck & Rubinfeld, 1991) . Rather than solving a set of separate regression equations one by one, this technique solves the set of equations simultaneously to take into account covariances between the error terms of the equations. SUR analysis is an appropriate technique for research problems that include several regression equations with partially overlapping predictor variables. The main reason to use SUR here, rather than ordinary least squares regression, is that the simultaneous estimation (by maximum likelihood) yields covariance structures that allow us to test cross-equations differences between coefficients. More specifically, SUR analysis allows us to test whether effects of a given variable are greater for wives' than for husbands' separate leisure and different for different dimensions of leisure.
RESULTS
In this section, we first answer our descriptive question by discussing the degree to which husbands and wives operate separately in their relationship (Table 2) . Next, we test our hypotheses by discussing the results of our regression analyses for the overall scale of separate leisure activities (Table 3 ) and for the four dimensions of leisure separately (Tables 4 and 5 ).
The Degree of Separateness Table 2 shows that couples generally spend a great deal of time together, although it makes a differ- 
Determinants of Separateness of Husbands and Wives
Results of the regression analyses are presented in Table 3 . A positive coefficient in Table 3 A decrease in the amount of time couples spend separately later in the relationship was not expected, although such a "second honeymoon"
effect has been mentioned in the literature before (Blood & Wolfe, 1960 ). Because we control for having children at home, we do not believe this effect can be linked to couples moving into the empty nest stage. A husband's early retirement from paid labor is unlikely to be an explanation either, because we control for whether he participates in the labor market. One interpretation lies in the aging process. As couples grow older, their networks generally become smaller (Marsden, 1987 A third aspect of a couple's life cycle is the cohabitation stage. In the model for the overall scale, we find a positive effect of cohabitation on the degree of separateness. The effect is statistically significant for husbands but not for wives, although the difference between the effects is not significant. Because these effects are controlled for relationship duration and several indicators of a couple's value orientation, they support our interpretation of cohabitation in terms of uncertainty, at least for men. Cohabiting couples are generally not yet certain about their relationship and hence may shy away from becoming too dependent on a partner by developing a common network and a joint lifestyle.
How does work affect a couple's lifestyle? We expected to find that employment has either a zero or a negative effect on ego's separate leisure time and either a positive or zero effect on the partner's separate leisure time. In Table 3 , we first focus on the effects of a wife's employment. We see that a wife's full-time employment has a negative and significant effect on her own separate leisure, whereas it has a positive but nonsignificant effect on the separate leisure of her husband. Part-time work has similar but weaker effects. These results suggest that when a wife participates in the labor market, she spends a reduced portion of her own free time alone, whereas the relative amount of free time that her husband spends alone does not change. Hence, this outcome is neutral for the husband, but not for the wife. Effects of a husband's employment reveal the same pattern: a negative effect on his separate leisure and a positive but nonsignificant effect on his wife's separate leisure. Effects of the irregular working hours of the husband reveal a different pattern. When the husband works irregular hours, the wife spends a greater amount of time on her own, whereas it does not affect the way he spends his leisure. In other words, the husband's irregular working hours are neutral for ego (the husband), but consequential for the spouse (the wife). This is in direct contrast to the effects of a wife's labor force participation, which were consequential for ego and neutral for the spouse. Our third hypothesis was that couples will have a more separated lifestyle if they are less homogamous with respect to social and cultural characteristics. Because the development of a common lifestyle may by itself lead to similarity in taste, we focus on similarities that existed in the past. The regression results in Table 3 provide weak support for our hypothesis. As expected, political and religious similarities in the beginning of the relationship are negatively associated with a separated lifestyle later on in marriage. This effect is significant for both husbands and wives. Educational similarities have a negative effect on separateness as well, but the effect is not significant. Finally, age homogamy appears to have a positive effect on husbands' separate leisure, which is in contrast to our hypothesis.
The fourth hypothesis concerns the role of value orientations. The first dimension of values applies to gender-role differentiation. We do not find that people who have been exposed to same-sex settings when they were adolescents are more likely to develop a separated lifestyle in marriage.
The other indicator of gender segregation-how husbands and wives think about the way men and women's roles should be divided--has no statistically significant effect either. The second dimension of values is the degree to which people have an individualistic orientation toward family life. The results here are somewhat more supportive. We find a positive effect of living alone before marriage for husbands, showing that men who have been living on their own before marriage are more likely to develop a separated lifestyle in marriage. Effects of having been divorced are not statistically significant, however.
The two control variables, education and birth cohort, appear to have significant effects on lifestyles. We find that more highly educated husbands and wives are more likely to do things separately, a finding that is in contrast to earlier findings. Previous studies often found higher levels of companionship among high-status couples (Miller, 1976) . Because these findings were based on absolute measures of joint participation, they may reflect that the higher educated participate more frequently in all sorts of leisure activities, be it alone or with their spouse. When using a relative measure, as we do here, the educational effect turns out to be the opposite: less companionship among the better educated. We also find a small cohort effect. Recent birth cohorts are more likely to have a separated lifestyle in marriage than older birth cohorts, but the effect is only significant for husbands. Because birth cohort is highly correlated with the duration of the relationship, we also examined whether the effect is present in a model without the two duration terms. The effect appeared to be smaller in this Table 4 , results for husbands in Table 5 . We note that looking at specific activities may also introduce problems because the decision to participate in a certain type of activity may be endogenous to the process at hand. When couples want to develop a separated lifestyle, they may change their leisure repertoire by choosing activities that can be done alone more easily. Husbands who want to spend more time on their own, for example, may become more active in sports, possibly at the expense of visiting their parents-inlaw. This may lead to weaker effects when looking at specific leisure dimensions. The inverted U-shaped pattern is found for all dimensions of separate leisure, except for social contacts. For the social contacts of wives, the pattern is declining in the entire range. For husbands, the turning point is earlier (8 years) in the marriage. In other words, these findings suggest that for joint social contacts, a decline rather than an increase in separateness dominates. One interpretation of this exception is that it takes time to develop a common circle of friends. Over the course of the marriage, the number of common social contacts may therefore increase. A related interpretation is that a person may not like the friends of his or her partner very well. Because it may be difficult to maintain contacts with such a person, bp value of t test for equality of coefficients over equations. Each dimension of leisure is tested against the mea *p < .05. **p < .01 (two-tailed).
these friends may slowly disappear from the n work, which reduces the number of separate c tacts.
In the model in Table 3 , we found positive effects of having young children on separated lifestyles in marriage. When looking at specific activities, we find similar results. We would expect to find differential effects because indoor activities are less sensitive to the time constraints that children pose. In the equation for husbands, we do find that the effect of children is significantly weaker for indoor leisure. For wives, this difference is statistically not significant. The effects of children are therefore only in part consistent with our interpretation of time constraints. We should acknowledge, however, that the presence of children may also change the mix of leisure activities, something that is not apparent in Table 4 and 5.
When looking at the effects of cohabitation, we find that for husbands, cohabitation has a significantly stronger effect on joint social contacts. That the effect is strongest for social contacts may be due to the fact that the development of a common network is a greater investment in the relationship than other joint leisure activities. Uncertainty would therefore play a greater role, leading to a stronger positive effect on separateness.
When considering effects of couples' work lives, we previously found that working wives spend a smaller fraction of their leisure time alone than do nonworking wives. Table 4 shows that this reduction of separate time does not apply to entertainment and outdoor leisure. The effects of employment on ego's level of separateness here are positive rather than negative. A possible interpretation is that employment may lead to a larger pool of network members who are not connected to the partner and who are appropriate partners for entertainment and outdoor leisure activities (i.e., colleagues). This may explain why only the dimensions of entertainment and outdoor leisure reveal a different pattern.
As far as the effects of homogamy are concerned, we find that political and religious similarities primarily affect joint social contacts and entertainment. In addition, we find that educational homogamy now has a negative effect on separate entertainment of husbands, in line with our hypothesis.
The effects of value orientations reveal some differences across equations. In Table 3 Of these four, life cycle factors have the clearest effects on a couple's lifestyle. Over the course of the relationship, the degree of separateness first increases and then decreases. The decrease in separateness comes late in the relationship, so that an increase in separate activities is dominant. We interpret this pattern in terms of the declining information function of joint activities. In addition, we find that couples with children living at home have a more separated style of leisure than other couples, which clearly points to the role of time constraints. Finally, we find that couples who are not (yet) married operate more separated than married couples. We interpret this in terms of uncertainty: Couples who are cohabiting are less secure of their relationship and may therefore be more reluctant to develop a joint lifestyle.
Life styles also depend on the work life of a couple, although the effects are more complex than has been suggested before. It has often been argued that work, and in particular women's work, would negatively affect marital solidarity by reducing the time couples spend together. Our analyses show that one should consider effects on men and women separately. In general, we find that the working hours of a married woman come at the expense of her own separate leisure time and do not result in more separate leisure time for the husband. Irregular working hours of the husband, however, affect wives and not husbands. When husbands work irregular hours, their wives spend more leisure time on their own, whereas the husbands' joint leisure time is unaffected. In a more general sense, these findings do not support the general argument that married women's labor force participation has negative implications for marital solidarity. Paid work of both husbands and wives affects the ties that bind in marriage, but it does so in asymmetric ways.
Effects of homogamy and value orientations are mixed. We find that political, religious, and, to some extent, educational homogamy are associated with a more joint lifestyle in marriage, but the effects are not strong and systematic. We also examined effects of value orientations and found little evidence for the influence of gender segregation. It is often argued that traditional genderrole attitudes go hand in hand with a separation of male and female spheres. Gender segregation would not only lead to a division of paid and household labor in marriage but would also create a social distance between husband and wife, making it more difficult for them to engage in joint activities. Our evidence does not support this.
Husbands and wives who are traditional in this respect are equally likely to engage in joint activities as modern couples. The hypothesis about individualistic value orientations receives somewhat more support. Men who lived on their own before marriage appeared to be more likely to develop a separate lifestyle in marriage than other men. In addition, we find that separate lifestyles are more common among the better educated, but it is difficult to interpret this exclusively in terms of individualistic values.
Although we hope our study made clear that the leisure activities of married (or cohabiting) couples are an important object of study, we also need to make some caveats about our analyses. First, the regression models were not able to explain much variance in the measured separateness of couples' lifestyles. Relatively low R2 have been observed in previous analyses as well (Rogers & Amato, 1997) and raise the question of whether there are other types of preferences and constraints that may be relevant. With regard to preferences, we note that we do not have items that measure leisure preferences, such as preferences for reading, arts, sports, or travel. As a result, our indicators for shared preferences (social and cultural homogamy) may not reflect the types of shared tastes that drive the choice of separate or common leisure. In addition, we think more indicators of constraints could be included in future research, such as the availability of recreation facilities in the local community, constraints due to physical impairments, and perhaps more specific indicators of work schedules and time constraints (overtime work, distance between home and work). A second caveat is that our items do not cover all relevant aspects of togetherness. Couples also spend time with each other without participating in the leisure activities listed in our survey. They talk, they eat together at home, they make love, and they may be together without doing any specific activity. Although such forms of behavior do not belong to our concept of lifestyle, they are important for marital solidarity as well. Whether the omission of such forms of togetherness leads to bias in the effects of our regression models is a question we leave for future research.
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